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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 2, 3, 5, and 8 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

In claims 2 and 3, the word "mutli-processor" (sic) in line 1 of each claim should be 

changed to "multi-processor." 

Claims 5 and 8 should each end with a period (".") after the word "arrays." 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Claim 11 recites "said optical component and said electrical component" in lines 1-2 of 
the claim. The claim is indefinite because there is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation 
in the claim because claim 1 on which it depends does not previously recite an optical 
component or an electrical component. Examiner respectfully suggests that Applicant may 
amend claim 1 1 to depend on claim 10 instead. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, publisiied under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1-3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Sarnikowski et 
al. (US 6,453,406 Bl). 

Regarding claim 1, Sarnikowski et al. disclose a data processing network (Figures 1 and 
2 A) comprising: 

a first multi-processor system having a first set of processors (i.e., section 2 comprising a 
plurality of processors P as shown in Figures 1 and 2A); and 

a first set of optical network interfaces electrically coupled to the first set of processors 
(i.e., data transfer sections 34a, 34b, 36a, and 36b as shown in section 2 in Figure 2A); 

a second multi-processor system having a second set of processors (i.e., another section 
such as section 1 comprising another plurality of processors P as shown in Figure 1); and 

a second set of optical network interfaces electrically coupled to the second set of 
processors (i.e., additional data transfer sections 34a, 34b, 36a, and 36b); and 

an optical cable (fiber optic communication links 26) connected between the first set of 
optical network interfaces and the second set of optical network interfaces, wherein the first 
multi-processor system communicates with the second multi-processor system via the optical 
cable (column 4, lines 35-59; column 5, lines 62-67; column 6, lines 1-16). 

Regarding claims 2 and 3, Sarnikowski et al. disclose that the first or second multi- 
processor system further includes an optical network connected between the first or second set of 
optical network interfaces and the optical cable (Figure 1). 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/529,983 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2613 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the im ention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the stibject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 4 and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sarnikowski et al. in view of Stevens (US 4,554,673 A). 

Regarding claims 4 and 7, Sarnikowski et al. disclose a system as discussed above with 
regard to claim 1 including first and second sets of processors, but they do not specifically 
disclose that either set is a plurality of gateways. However, Stevens teaches a system that is 
related to the one described by Samikowski ct al. including a plurality of processors (i.e., devices 
4) connected with optical network interfaces 3 and optical cables (Figure 1). Stevens further 
teaches that devices 4 may include processors or gateways to other networks (column 2, lines 30- 
38). 

Regarding claims 4 and 7, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to include gateways as taught by Stevens in the system disclosed by Samikowski et al. in 
order to advantageously enable the other sets of processors in the system to communicate with 
other networks through the gateways and thereby expand the reach of the communication 

system. 

8. Claims 5 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sarnikowski et al. in view of Ramaswami et al. (US 6,650,803 Bl). 
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Regarding claims 5 and 8, Samikowski et al. disclose a system as discussed above with 
regard to claim 1 including first and second sets of processors, but they do not specifically 
disclose that either set is a plurality of field programmable gate arrays. However, various ways of 
implementing processor elements are well known in the electronic art, including using field 
programmable gate arrays. In particular, Ramaswami et al. teach a system that is related to the 
one described by Samikowski et al. including a plurality of processors 685 connected with 
optical network interfaces and optical cables (Figures 7 and 8).Ramaswami et al. further teach 
that the processors may be implemented in various ways known in the art, including as field 
programmable gate arrays (column 4, lines 40-45; column 9, lines 53-55). 

Regarding claims 5 and 8, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to implement the processors as field programmable gate arrays as taught by Ramaswami et al. 
in the system disclosed by Samikowski et al. as an engineering design choice of a way to 
effectively provide the already-disclosed processor elements using widely available and known 
components. The claimed differences exist not as a result of an attempt by Applicants to solve an 
unknown problem but merely amount to the selection of expedients known as design choices to 
one of ordinary skill in the art. 

9. Claims 6 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Samikowski et al. in view of Davis et al. (US 5,054,873 A). 

Regarding claims 6 and 9, Samikowski et al. disclose a system as discussed above with 
regard to claim 1 including first and second sets of processors, but they do not specifically 
disclose that either set is a plurality of sensors. However, sensor elements are generally well 
known in the optical and electrical arts. In particular, Davis et al. teach a system that is related to 
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the one described by Samikowski et al. including a plurality of processors 62 connected with 
optical network interfaces (couplers 10) and optical cables 64 (Figure 2). Davis et al. further 
teach that the system may connect other elements with the processors, including sensors (column 
2, lines 39-47). 

Regarding claims 6 and 9, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to including sensors as taught by Davis et al. in the system disclosed by Samikowski et al. in 
order to advantageously enable the other sets of processors in the system to communicate with 
sensors and thereby process data observed/detected from sensors as desired in the context of a 
larger control or processing system. For example, it is well understood in the electronic system 
art that sensors may be used to provide feedback for effectively adjusting control values that 
could be provided by the already-disclosed processor elements. 

10. Claims 10 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Drewlo et al. (US 4,748,617 A) in view of Szymanski et al. (US 6,016,21 1 A). 

Regarding claim 10, Drewlo et al. disclose an optical network interface (Figures 1 and 2) 
comprising: 

an optical component having an optical interface (including transmit and receive fibers 

104 and 106 connected to modems 22); 

a detector array coupled to the optical interface (i.e., optical receivers in modems 22); and 
a laser array (i.e., optical transmitters in modems 22, which may comprise lasers; column 

21, lines 42-44); and 

an electrical component having a decoder array and an encoder array (including logical 
transmitter 96 and logical receiver 1 12); 
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a receive router and a send router (including inward multiplexer 88 and outward 
multiplexer 124); 

a receive buffer array and a send buffer array (including inward decoupling memory 92 
and outward decoupling memory 1 18); and 

an electrical interface (including high speed serial data in and out lines 80, 82, 84, 86, 
126, 128, 130, and 132). 

Drewlo et al. disclose lasers in modems 22 but do not specifically disclose that the 
vertical cavity surface emitting lasers (VCSELs). However, various types of lasers are well 
known in the optical communication art, including VCSELs. Szymanski et al. in particular teach 
a system that is related to the one described by Drewlo et al. including an optical network 
interface (Figure 33) and fiirther teach using VCSELs to implement a laser array for optical 
transmission (column 30, lines 23-61). Regarding claim 10, it would have been obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill in the art to use VCSELs as taught by Szymanski et al. as the already- 
disclosed lasers in the system disclosed by Drewlo et al. as an engineering design choice of a 
way to effectively provide the already-disclosed laser elements using widely available and 
known components to achieve the predictable result of providing optical transmission of signals.. 
The claimed differences exist not as a result of an attempt by Applicants to solve an unknown 
problem but merely amount to the selection of expedients known as design choices to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. 

Regarding claim 11, as well as the claim may be understood with respect to 35 U.S.C. 
112 discussed above, Drewlo et al. generally disclose that the optical component and the 
electrical component are connected to each other (Figures 1 and 2), but they do not specifically 
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disclose that the optical component and the electrical component are connected to each other via 
bump bonding. However, various ways of physically connecting optical and electronic 
components are known in the art, including bump bonding, which Szymanski et al. also in 
particular further teaches in their related system (column 31, lines 25-33). Regarding claim 1 1, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to use bump bonding as taught 
by Szymanski et al. in the system described by Drewlo et al. in view of Szymanski et al. as an 
engineering design choice of a way to effectively provide the already-disclosed connection using 
widely available and known method to achieve the predictable result of providing an effective 
connection between the components. The claimed differences exist not as a result of an attempt 
by Applicants to solve an unknown problem but merely amount to the selection of expedients 
known as design choices to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christina Y. Leung, whose telephone number is 571-272-3023. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday, 8:30 to 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jason Chan, can be reached at 571-272-3022. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 



Application/Control Number: 10/529,983 Page 9 

Art Unit: 2613 

system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Christina Y. Leung/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2613 



